revenues; to the degree they lose customers, they lose revenues, with no government or

regulatory guarantee.”"

By reinstating the low-end adjustment mechanism, the modified plan reveals that
the ILECs were willing to let go of the low-end adjustment mechanism only because the
original plan was so favorable to the ILECs in all other respects. Only a few months
later, the modest changes to the core CALLS plan and uncertainty about the outcome of
the Fourth FNPRM proceeding have been enough to send the ILECs back to the safety of
the low-end adjustment mechanism.

The Commission should, at a minimum, modify CALLS to eliminate the low-end
adjustment for the July 1, 2001 and July 1, 2002 annual access filings. Allowing the
ILEC:s to take a low-end adjustment in either of these tariff filings could allow the ILECs
to take back part of the only concession they have made during the entire CALLS
process: the additional reduction in first-year revenues. Because of the possible impact
of this reduction on ILEC reported earnings in calendar years 2000 and 2001 (the basis
for any low-end adjustment made in the 2001 or 2002 annual access filings), there is a
risk that at least some ILECs will be able to take back part of their share of the $400
million “concession.” There is no justification for allowing the ILECs to take back part
of the only concession they have made.

Elimination of the low-end adjustment mechanism in the context of CALLS
would be entirely consistent with the Commission’s finding, in the Pricing Flexibility

Order, that ILECs obtaining pricing reforms that enable them to compete more

“2CALLS Reply Comments at 44, December 3, 1999.
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vigorously in the marketplace should not be afforded any rate-of-return-based
protection. CALLS provides the ILECs with all of the pricing reforms they have
sought, particularly the ability to shift revenue recovery from more-competitive urban
business lines to less-competitive rural residential lines. Allowing the ILECs to claim a
low-end adjustment in 2001 or 2002, and take back part of the additional first-year
revenue reduction, would be particularly inappropriate because the ILECs would at the
same time begin receiving the benefits of the lower X-factor provided by the CALLS
plan. Many of the large ILECs will reach the “target rate” in 2001, and nearly all of
those that do not reach the target rate in 2001 will reach it in 2002.*

The retention of the low-end adjustment mechanism is certainly inconsistent with
the CALLS coalition’s claim that its plan will provide “certainty” and “stability.”*
While the original plan provided a measure of certainty and stability for both the ILECs
and their customers, the modified plan provides certainty and stability only for the
ILECs. Customers’ rates could increase at any time if competitive losses, depreciation
changes, or other factors cause the ILECs to claim a low-end adjustment.

Not only are the ILECs allowed to retain the low-end adjustment mechanism, but

the ILECs retain the right to continue their campaign for relaxation or elimination of the

“Pricing Flexibility Order at q 164.

“See Attachment 3.

“See First CALLS Memorandum at 37 (“The plan eliminates much of the

uncertainty that results from government rate setting.”); First CALLS Memorandum at 33
(“The CALLS plan would address all of these concerns, and create a five-year period of

regulatory stability.”)
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Commission’s depreciation, cost allocation, affiliate transactions, and separations rules.
The accounting rule changes advocated by the ILECs would make it easier for the ILECs
to manipulate their reported earnings and trigger the low-end adjustment mechanism. To
ensure that there is at least some measure of certainty and stability for the ILECs’
customers, and not just the ILECs, the Commission should take the following actions:

First, if the Commission adopts the CALLS plan, it should state that it will not
modify, waive, or forbear from applying its depreciation, cost allocation, and affiliate
transactions rules during the five-year life of the CALLS plan. Maintaining the current
accounting rules for the life of the CALLS plan will ensure that ILECs are not able to
manipulate their reported rate of return.

Second, to provide a measure of stability for the ILECs’ customers, the
Commission should state that the ILECs cannot automatically claim a low-end
adjustment caused solely by a cost shift resulting from any change to the separations
rules or the Commission’s interpretation of a separations rule.* If such a cost shift
occurs, the Commission should conduct a further proceeding to determine whether a
low-end adjustment is appropriate.

Third, the Commission should deny the pending petitions for reconsideration of

the Pricing Flexibility Order’s requirement that ILECs give up the low-end adjustment

“For example, the ILECs should not be permitted to automatically claim a low-
end adjustment resulting from cost shifts due to any change to the separations treatment
of dial-up traffic to ISPs.
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mechanism when they obtain Phase I or Phase II pricing flexibility.*’ As the
Commission found in the Pricing Flexibility Order, ILECs that have obtained Phase I or
Phase I pricing flexibility have the incentive to manipulate their reported rate of return

by misallocating costs.*®

C. The Lower Residential SLCs are Offset by Higher PICCs

The second major difference between the original plan and the modified plan is
that residential SLC caps are lower under the modified plan. Rather than increasing the
residential SLC caps to $5.50 in 2000, $6.25 in 2001, $6.75 in 2002, and $7.00 in 2003,
the modified plan increases the residential SLC cap only to $4.35 in 2000, $5.00 in 2001,
$6.00 in 2002, and $6.50 in 2003. CALLS suggests that, after July 1, 2001, when the
residential SLC cap would reach $5.00, the Commission could initiate a proceeding to
“verify” that the further increases in the SLC caps are appropriate.

While the lower residential SL.C caps are a positive change, the lower residential
SLC caps generally leave more revenue to be recovered through the multiline business
PICC or CCL. Whereas the original plan would have essentially eliminated the
multiline business PICC by 2001, multiline business PICC rates will decline more
slowly under the modified plan. For example, while CALLS estimated that the national

average multiline business PICC rate under the original CALLS plan would have been

“"Bell Atlantic Petition for Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-262, October 22,
1999; GTE Petition for Reconsideration, CC Docket No. 96-262, October 22, 1999.

“*Pricing Flexibility Order at 9 163, 165.
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approximately $0.30 per line during the 2001-2002 tariff year,* MCI WorldCom
estimates that the multiline business PICC will be over $1.00 per line under the modified
plan during the same period.*® In addition, the modified plan would allow certain
higher-cost ILECs to maintain multiline business PICCs indefinitely, even if the
Commission finds, in the proceeding to be launched in mid-2001, that an increase in the
residential SLC to $6.50 is justified.' The amount to be recovered through the multiline
business PICC could be substantial if the Commission were to find that the progression
of SLC cap increases to $6.50 is not justified. In fact, CALLS suggests that the
Commission could increase the multiline business PICC cap above $4.31 if it establishes
residential SLC caps lower than those proposed by CALLS.*

The higher multiline business PICCs of the modified CALLS plan would place
national IXC:s at a significant competitive disadvantage when competing against RBOC
long distance affiliates. Because RBOC multiline business PICC rates are likely to be

eliminated quickly, an RBOC long distance affiliate operating primarily in-region would

“CALLS September 2, 1999 ex parte, Attachment, “Industry Revenue and Rate
Summary” workpaper.

*Attachment 3, page 2.

S'These ILECs will continue to have a multiline business PICC because the
CALLS plan’s formula for distributing the $650 million in universal service support
among the LECs has not been adjusted to reflect the change in the residential SLC from
$7.00 to $6.50. The formula for calculating “minimum” USF support continues to
provide support for only the portion of loop costs above $7.00, leaving the difference
between the $6.50 residential SLC cap and the $7.00 USF “benchmark” to be recovered
through the muitiline business PICC or CCL. See Modified CALLS Proposal at 11 (§
2.2.2).

“Modified CALLS Proposal at 7 (§ 2.1.4.1 n.5).
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likely have no PICC costs to recover. A national IXC, on the other hand, would still
have PICC costs to recover and would have to recover these costs on a nationally-
averaged basis from all of its customers.

Because of the risk that higher multiline business PICCs pose for long distance
competition, the Commission should not endorse the CALLS suggestion that the
multiline business PICC cap may be increased at the time of the mid-course review in
2001. Instead, the Commission should modify the CALLS plan to ensure that the
multiline business PICC is eliminated rapidly.

First, the Commission should adjust the CALLS’s plan’s formula for distributing
the $650 million universal service fund among the price cap LECs. In distributing
universal service support, the Commission should give higher priority to high-cost LECs
that would otherwise be charging significant multiline business PICCs aﬂd lower priority
to LECs that would primarily use universal service support to facilitate revenue-neutral
SLC deaveraging. The Commission could, for example, adjust the CALLS plan’s
allocation formula by reducing the $7.00 residential line benchmark used in computing
the “Study Area Preliminary Minimum Access USF™* and, if necessary, increasing the
$75 million cap on the “Total National Minimum Delta.”*

Second, the Commission should require price cap LECs to recover a portion of
the multiline business PICC directly from end users, to the extent there is “headroom”

under the $9.20 multiline business SLC cap. If necessary, the multiline business SLC

“Modified CALLS Proposal § 2.2.2.

*Modified CALLS Proposal § 2.2.3.2.
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cap could be allowed to increase at the rate of inflation, as is required by the current

rules,* rather than frozen at $9.20.

D. The Special Access X-Factor Reductions Are No Substitute for Unbundled
Loop and Transport Combinations

While the application of X-factor reductions to special access services is a
positive change from the original plan, the X-factor reductions are likely to have only a
limited effect on ILEC special access rates. Because much of the ILECs’ special access
revenue is in cities that already meet the Phase Il pricing flexibility test, it is likely that
the 6.5 percent X-factor reductions scheduled for 2001, 2002, and 2003 will affect only a
small portion of the ILECs’ special access revenue. In the 2000 annual filing, probably
the only filing in which all of the ILECs’ special access revenue will be subject to X-
factor reductions, CALLS would provide only a 3 percent X-factor.

In light of the very low hurdle presented by the Phase I and Phase II pricing
flexibility tests, unbundled loop and transport combinations are more important than the
proposed X-factor reductions to ensuring just and reasonable special access rates. Only
broad-based competition facilitated by unbundied loop and transport combinations can
guard against anticompetitive price squeezes and special access rate increases in the
large number of cities where the ILECs can obtain pricing flexibility. The Commission
should, accordingly, lift the Supplemental Order’s use restriction on June 30, 2000, as

currently scheduled. If the Commission extends the use restriction, which it should not,

%47 CFR. § 69.152(k)(3).
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then the Commission should, as discussed above, (1) suspend the Pricing Flexibility

Order’s Phase I and Phase II provisions until it issues a final order resolving the Fourth

FNPRM; and (2) require the ILECs to target X-factor reductions to the less-competitive
DS1 and voice grade service categories, at least until the Commission issues a final order

resolving the Fourth FNPRM.

IV.  Conclusion
An extension of the unlawful use restriction adopted in the Supplemental Order
is too high a price to pay for the modest improvements offered by the modified CALLS

plan. The Commission should not adopt the CALLS package in its current form.

Respectfully submitted,
MCI WORLDCOM, INC.

AR
bl

ott
Mary L. Brown
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 887-3204
April 3, 2000
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MCI Telecommunications

Corporation
SRS 1801 Pennsyivania Avenue, NW Mary L. Brown
MCI Washington, DC 20006 Senior Policy Counsel
202 887 2551 Federal Law and Public Policy
FAX 202 887 2676
March 20, 2000

John T. Nakahata

Harris, Wiltshire & Grannis
1200 18™ Street NW
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear John:

On March 8, 2000, the Federal Communications Commission placed on public
notice a proposal by the Coalition for Affordable Local and Long Distance
Services (CALLS) to reform universal service and interstate access charges.
Comments are due March 30, 2000.

The package of material filed by CALLS includes a narrative “memorandum”
explaining the proposal, a written summary of the proposal, and proposed rule
changes that would need to be adopted if the proposal is accepted by the
Commission. CALLS did not file any data to illustrate the effect of its proposais
on incumbent local exchange carrier revenues by access category.

MCI WorldCom, Inc. orally requested the omitted data from CALLS, and on
March 15, 2000, was advised by the Chief, Common Carrier Bureau that CALLS
would provide this data to MC| WorldCom for the purpose of reviewing the latest
CALLS ptan. By this letter, we are making the request for data in writing. The
data is necessary for our company to assess the impact of the CALLS plan on
our costs and revenues, in order to decide if we could support the plan as it is
currently proposed. The data would include, for example, spreadsheets such as
those filed with the Commission on September 2, 1999 updated to reflect the
modifications to the CALLS plan, or similar LEC-by-LEC, year-by-year, and
element-by-element projections of rates, revenues, and USF receipts.

Since there are now only 10 days before comments are due in this matter, MCI
WorldCom would ask that this data be provided as soon as possible, and in no
event later than close of business Tuesday, March 21, 2000.

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and we look forward to reviewing the
plan that CALLS has filed.

Sincerely,

ABpe

Ma Brown
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March 22, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE/ AND U.S. MAIL

Ms. Mary L. Brown

Senior Policy Counsel

Federal Law and Public Policy

MCI Teleccommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Mary:

This letter responds to your Ietter of March 20 to John Nakahata requesting data to
illustratc the cffect of the CALLS plan on incumbent local exchange carrier revenues. As we
discussed on the telephone yesterday aftemoon, we would be happy to provide MCT
Worldcom with this information in order to facilitate your review of the plan. However, we
would providc the data only for MCI Worldcom’s usc in cvaluating the plan, and would
expect that the data or any calculations derived from the data not be disclosed to any other
party or used by MCI Worldcom before any government body. We therefore request that you
providc us with the following assurances in writing:

® An assurance that neither MCI Worldcom nor any of its affiliated companies will
disclosc the data or any information derived thercfrom to any third party; provided,
however, that MC] Worldcom may disclosc the data or information to an attorncy,
accountant, or other technical expert retained by MCI Worldcom for the purposc
of evaluating the CALLS plan;

¢ An assurance that ncithcr MCI Worldcom nor any of its affiliated companies will
usc the data or any infonmation derived therefrom for any commercial purpose;

¢ An assurancc that ncither MCI Worldcom nor any of its affiliated companies will
use, refer to, or cite the data or any information derived therefrom before any
government body or in any state or federal proceeding, including proceedings in
which the CALLS plan is currently under consideration.
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We will providc the data you requested once we receive these assurances in writing.
Please feel free to contact John Nakahata or mc with any questions or concemns,

Sincerely

s==—

Evan R. Grayer




MC) Telecommunications
Corporation

e ‘ 1401 Pennyylvania Avenue, MW Mary L. Brown

MCI L ntangtar DC 20006 Sernucr Fohicy Counsel
202 887 255 Federa: Lave and Publie Poliry

YLK 202287 2676
March 23, 2000

John T. Nakahata

Harris. Wiltshire & Grannis
1200 18™ Street N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear John;

In my letter of March 20. 2000. I asked that CALLS provide MCI WorldCom with spreadsheets
or other projections that illustrate the effect of its modified proposal on incumbent local
exchange carrier revenues and rates. The letter noted that MCI WorldCom had been advised on
March 15" by the Chief of the FCC's Common Carrier Bureau that CALLS would provide this

data to MCI WorldCom.

According to vour letter of March 22, 2000. CALLS will provide the requested data to MCl
WorldCom only if MCI WorldCom provides written assurance that it will comply with three
conditions. Specifically, CALLS requires that MCI WorldCom provide written assurance that it
(1) will not provide the data to any third party: (2) will not use the data for any commercial
purpose; and (3) will not use, refer to, or cite the data or any information derived therefrom
before any government body or in any state or federal proceeding, including proceedings in
which the CALLS plan is currently under consideration.

MCI WorldCom has no dispute with the CALLS group on the first two conditions. However,
MCI WorldCom is puzzled by the third condition that CALLS is proposing. After all, CALLS
filed detailed projections on the public record in conjunction with the original CALLS plan, in a
September 2, 1999 ex parte filing of spreadsheets showing LEC-by-LEC and year-by-year
impacts. MCI WorldCom does not understand why CALLS is now seeking to restrict public
discussion of its projections of the impact of the modified plan. Not only are the CALLS
projections not proprietary, but public discussion of these projections is a prerequisite to any
meaningful evaluation of the modified CALLS plan by the Commission.

First, the CALLS projections are essential to ensuring that CALLS members and other interested
parties have a common understanding of the CALLS agreement. In this proceeding, CALLS is
asking the FCC 1o adopt as rules a privately-negotiated agreement reached among a small group .. __
of industry players. While CALLS has filed a general description of its agreement, only the

CALLS projections can illuminate the CALLS members’ interpretation of the agreement’s

various provisions. Indeed, given the role that these projections undoubtedly played in

facilitating agreement among the CALLS members, it is fair to say that "the numbers" are the
agreement. Before the Commission can adopt the CALLS agreement as rules, the public must be
given every opportunity to evaluate and, if necessary, comment on the CALLS members’
understanding of the agreement. ’




Second. public comment on the CALLS projections is essential to any discussion of the public
policy issues raised by the CALLS plan. Not only do consumer groups. state commissions. and
other interested parties not have the resources to generate prajections of their own, but it would
be counterproductive to engage in a lengthy debate about the reasonableness of various parties’
projections. The comments should be focused on policy 1ssues. not modeling issues. By filing
its projections on the public record, CALLS would provide a common starting point for
interested parties’ discussion of the policy issues.

MCI WorldCom urges CALLS to reconsider the restrictive conditions proposed in your March
22,2000 letter. To facilitate full discussion of the ments of the CALLS plan. CALLS should file

its projections on the public record as soon as possible. in order to allow interested parties
sufficient time to evaluate these projections before filing their comments on March 30™.

Sincerely,

))f,’;‘,w A B tey——

Mar¥' L. Brown
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March 23, 2000

VIA FACSIMILE/ AND U.S. MAIL

Ms. Mary L. Brown

Senior Policy Counsel

Federal Law and Public Policy

MCI Telecommunications Corporation
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20006

Dear Mary:

I have received your letter dated March 23, 2000, regarding projections and spreadsheets
to illustrate the effect of the modified CALLS proposal. I am disappointed to see that you will
not agree at this time to the reasonable conditions we have proposed with respect to sharing this
information with you. We were particularly surprised that MCI Worldcom insists that 1t should
be able to use this information, which we developed at our own expense, in a manncr that may be
potenlially adverse to CALLS members in any and all governmental proceedings.

It is inaccurate to say that CALLS has filed only a general description of its modified
proposal. We have, in fact, submitted not only a detailed description of the proposal, but also
specific draft rules, redlined to show changes from current rules. We submitted this information
both with respect to the initial CALLS proposal and the modified proposal on which the FCC
now seeks comment. As you know, this is far more information than is normally provided by the
Commssion when 1t i1ssues a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. These matenials provide a
substantial basis for and notice of all aspects of the CALLS proposal.

In your letter, you state that it is fair to say that ‘thec numbers’ are the agreement.” This
1s simply not true. The “numbers™ — even those numbers we did file last September — have
always been an imperfect estimate of the actual effects of the CALLS proposal, subject to .
changes in economic assumptions, rates of line and minute growth, changes in actual line counts
and minutes of use, companies® own decisions as to which elements to subject to reductions,
state decisions regarding the deaveraging of unbundled loop prices (and the timing of those
decisions), and the timing of the consummation of pending sales and purchases of exchanges.
There are also aspects of the modified proposal that are difficult to model, which we have not
tried to depict.
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March 23, 2000
Page 2

In addition, the information we have developed as of this date is quite preliminary, due to
the short amount of time we had to update our projecnons. Nevertheless, in an effort to assist
MCI Worldcom 1n its analysis of the modified proposal, we are willing to share these projections
subject to the conditions set forth in Evan Grayer’s letter to you dated March 22, 2000.
However, we are not willing to allow MCI Worldcom to publish, in this proceeding or any other
proceeding, prehiminary data, or selected excerpts or derivations therefrom, in a2 manner which
may be misleading or inaccurate.

We believe that the conditions we have set forth are rcasonable under the circumstances,
and we remain willing to supply our nationwide average summaries, including changes in SLCs,
PICCs, average switched access rates, and average special access rates.

Please feel free to contact me or Evan Grayer should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

e

@oo3
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MCl Communications
Corporation

_____-._—"{ 1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW Jonathan 8. Sallet
M Cl Washington, DC 20006 Chiet Policy Counsel
202 887 3351

FAX 202 887 2445

March 14, 2000

Mr. Lawrence Strickling

Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Room 5-C450

445 12th Street

Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Strickling;

I am writing to ask whether the Commission remains committed to its June 30, 2000 deadline for

resolving the Fourth Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 96-98, as
modified by the November 24, 1999 Supplemental Order.

As you know, the November 24, 1999 Supplemental Qrder prohibited interexchange carriers from
converting special access services to combinations of unbundled loops and transport network
elements. The Commission justified this use restriction on the grounds that it was an “interim
measure” that would only be in effect until resolution of the Fourth FNPRM. The Commission
promised that resolution of the Fourth FNPRM would occur on or before June 30, 2000.

It is MCI WorldCom’s understanding that LEC members of the Coalition for Affordable Local
and Long Distance Service (CALLS) have, in the course of recent discussions with the Common
Carrier Bureau concerning the CALLS plan, proposed that the Commission defer action on the
Fourth FNPRM until mid-2001 or later. The modified CALLS proposal filed with the
Commission on March 8, 2000 is, however, silent on the timing of the resolution of the Fourth
FENPRM.

Confirmation that the Commission remains committed to resolving the Fourth FNPRM by June
30, 2000 would assist MCI WorldCom in determining whether to support the modified CALLS
proposal. MCI WorldCom'’s evaluation of the modified CALLS proposal will necessarily take
into account all factors affecting the trend in access charges after July 1, 2000, including the
prospects for expanded competition in the special access market.

Sincerely,

?{ el
Jonathan B. Sdilet
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CALLS Current Rules
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July 1, 2001 20.53 20.42
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ZE0000" [TX [TX []
X [TX o0 00
===
. 3 1
#9000’ 33 X 00
1800 [8) it (00
R FIIE WRiguoN
INd
(l X7
v VoL
(L)
Vi y
() I
CRZI00%_| LIZ A L00'T
k=)
y ) ST STV
v 18 0p! 1S ZISBIS | 980! SII00S1 LI KA
QY 4 i I T8000( | (GG A (AR ETIN: X 4
¥ (] (11} TEAYY3 T 140 y
) Y V8% | 0 RIS 8 00 LY0R" 01| o908 SOLUTOV (8L
() 2 1909C8_| 812
50 W %W

937 Lol - $7vD




CALLS - FRONTIER

+ mee Wax. Pool Locs Tandem
ms Prim. NorPrim | WMLB (=} Reverwe | Residual TIC | Swit o Surch. | Trunk Perts
17843908 | 8001328]| 904919] 3293,088]7012376 [] 23,104,781 0 764504 | 8881001
18,488,800 [ o] 3193384 (5 7778% ] 2113376 11,814,907 488, 7457028
17,193,008 [ 0] 3,000,808 [3,311,514] 1,464,371 10,040,009 310, 6,834,328
17,193,908 ] '] 465,820 | 108,506 139,278 183,108 | &, 139
18,847, ['] -] $23.819 101,847 77,7 117,008 004
18,047,884 ] [} 923,519 ] 439,082 075818 5,404,324
(After Allocation of Posled Amounts)
LEC UsF LEC USF l‘ "ne l_ Pice Local
Date Poywents | Recolpls Prim. NenPrim B  (Prim | NonPrim " Y] ccL Residual NC1 Switching | infe Swrch. | Trunk Perts
of zigwanl 408002 Teaneoe] 800137 ] oosaw| 3z8acss[raizare D {23,104,701 784,504 |
75,494 400,757 | 33843873 4,881,008 | 20181852 103,584 [5,777 550 11,814,978 488,205
18, 400,757 37,708, 4,651,088 | 18,281,840 '] S08 13,311,814 10,048,991 310,273
75,494 400,757 | 44303170 4,051,088 | 17,506,243 0| 2802,762] 108508 507,600 183,100
75,404 400,757 43,400,122 4,851,088 | 17506243 0 078,778 [} ] 81,738 4,112,008 |
75,494 400757 | 43.400,122 4,051,968 | 10,947,854 0 923,519 0 0 439,082 075,018
1 Ne I rec Direct Average T2 | Average
Prim. NorPrim Prim. NenPrim ma h( Rate MOU Rute
3.80 .50 .88 104 08 49 | 0.003229 0.001528 .015288] 0.018817,
438 .58 .84 0.00 .00 48 | 0.002358 0.001298 X L0121
.88 .58 .03 0.00 .00 40 | 0.001351 001138 X 00083
33 .80 .00 .00 28 | 0.000044 001008 007408} 0. [
) .56 ) .00 X 45 1 0.000000 000693 000875 0.
58 58 50 .00 00 42 0.000000 000819 008500] 0.



‘ CALLS - SPRINT

Mafors A of Pooled Amounts)
LEC USF Tic Uw (13 “Wax. Posl
Date L . Recolpts Prim. NenPrim R nms ceL Reverwe
Current [ 49884200 { 210770538 133,078 (147,370,287 | 59,478,474 (15,041,344 | 38,077,717 [75,486 [
1 728,792 42,088,779 | 200 40, 143,882,178 40,185,300 | 9.266.366 | 8083275
1,2001 728702 | 14 40,008 928 [134,073, 580 23,496,118 | 894,481 | 2,025,226
i 720,792 | 142088779 § 331218, 40,606,625 |1 72 1,456,508 448,387
: 1 702 [:_g.gg,n_- 337, 1 11 [ 435,374
{ $,2004 T28.7921 142,088,770 | 337,004748 | 40,006 92% [116,302,811 [ 0
LEC USF '3 l (233 Tocd I Tudom | Owct
Prim. Heolbvin Wa  [Pam NorPrim | WAR_ [1-% & 1] Swhching | ito surch | Traw perts | © 1 Other
10,770, 43,133,976 |147,370,787 | 86,476,474 [15,041,344 | 88,077,117 |73 __Cliaapsioen] #e8.054] 1] 56,041,482 557 ] 148,533,551
e 404140, f 190 40,185,300 | 43,000,808 7,443 48,884,317 | 26,171 1 7
kil 138,931,504 . DISNID | 80448 TLAMI 440,554 | 41 135 508,
331,218 40,008,925 1121 1,599,883 75,838,880 ) 045 908 | 128,067 832
T7 7e8 | 40,000,928 [110.727.885 18, 874 w0361 ] 7N 1
779 | 337,084748] 40, 118,302,811 4815430 051,448 | 40, 172,100,243 {20,008,
Aates
NUC — uee Locad Tandom Direct Average 18 | Avernge
[ VooPim | B _{Pim [ NeoPrin |8 Surch. | Trank p | Tranepent | Rate
1] a3 : 59 03 ; 003531 000000 | 0. 1 Y 1 0.001482 011003
; 49 - 60 58 1 0.000418 Y 1 000336 | 0.002101 | 0.001208 418} 0.007834
.90 49 %l Y 00 80] 0. X 0.003488 0001888 | 0.001100 008
50 40 87 .00 10} o 0, 1 0, 1] _oo01828 .00 1
) 49 16 1 00 ] 0. 0 ; 000000 | 0.000300 | 0.001814 001044 [} ]
] X7 74 00 00 00 ]_0.000000 0.000000 | 0.003367 |_0.000000 | _0.0002900 | _0.001803 001031




CALLS -GTE '

ne [ Max. Pool
Prim_ [ NeoPim [ W8 |rm | NonPrim [T 1= Reverne |

1,790,676 | 102,506,275 |447,870,401 [151,884,583 |42,885,879 177,101,044 }458,452,755

4371 117,482,774 [448,080 519 174,181,783 [708,643,040

716,844,180 | 117,452,774 [443,000,016 167,616,733 112,088,337
960,713,016 | 117,452,774 [441,997 44 {124711,808] 27,

K 452,774 138,100,880 173200 1557 14,553,458

73,200,158 | 14,653,480

& 4 100,880
ma

| [

___g!é_g__ Prim. ] NonPm [T co
102,508 278 4",070 401 [181,884, 583 142,865,679 177,101,044 1458,482,788
17,482,774 448,000,919 174,181,783

117,452,774 Feas, 088 019 167 818733 |172,080,397

|_117, T74 1441,097 449 124,711,008 | 27, 007
17,482 774 100,880 73,200,155 | 14,553,450
17, 774 100 860 1 73,200,188 | 14,653 458

e I ]

NenPrim UMY ca
X 54 04 35 | _6.000313
, X .00 25 | 0.004288
C] 54 .00 .00 | 0.002481
98 43 .00 .04 | 0000568
] .38 .00 79 | 0.00029?
C] 38 .00 o] oooozer




CALLS - AMERITECH

(Before Allecation of Pecled

i l LEC UsF iLEC USF Y- PiEC Max Foul Locdl Tandem Direct
: Oate Payments Recopts __[Prim. mE P NonPrim WS {¢| Revenus | Residusi iC Wfe Surch. | Teunk Ports Acesse| Other
1 1 am | 13150693 | 79,302308 | iz, 984319 [0 o 07,907,204 (12]) §14,002060 -
448,077 | az2587 [ [ 0 148,379,718 17,901 7 571,943,445 [32,488 108
448,077 | 388,151,928 0 33,820,337 18,4 1,901,778 Y] ]
98.448.077 | 380,151 [ 0 829337 16,449 901 4
X0 1851 [ o ¢ 33 0] 164 4 4
96,448,077 | 386,151,035 ] o o 33,829,337 18,448, 1,901,778 | 64,808,53¢ 78,793 133,468,108
ne I ™ec Cocal Tondem Direct
NooPrim WE___|Prim. NenPrim TR Residusd 11| Switching | infe Swreh. | Trunk Ports | Traneport | Accons
131,505,930 { 39,302,500 | E2,984,811 J0 307,937,224 22,026,313 1 09,400673 | 11 [1]) I
77| 423 [] olo 46,378,718 17,001,843 | 66,789,072 | 71,842,448
077 | 386,189 [ 0 3,429,337 10,440,088 | 51,901,77 b 4] 54265878 1
96448077 | 388,151,095 [] oo 33,879,337 18,448,008 | 81,001,77 b4 4] 51
448,077 | "388,1 [ [0 33,820,337 18,449,008 | 51,901, 77 14,088 52¢ g 014,888
448,077 | 386,151,638 0 ofo 33,029,337 0] 16,449,008 | $1,901,7; 14,880,524 | 488,976,783 ]32,405 108
], [ ____+ vice Local Torvdom Dhect
Paymentsin Prim. NonPrim MB__Prbw NooPrim | WS | R ne infe Surch. | Trunk Purts | Tranepest |
380 s ¥ 84 1.40 [} 0.000000 | 0 0.001 0.002178
.80 38 Y [X .00 0.00 4] X [} 0000000 0 Il DOL770 |
88| 4 Y 4 00 0.00 oo|e X 0.002864 | 0000000] O 001828 |
Y [ X 4 00 00 30 000000 | 0.002884 | 0.000000 0 001
88 4 ! 4 .00 .00 .00 | 000600 | 0.002864 | 0. [ X 001628
88 ) .00 .00 00(s 000000 | 0.002564 | _0. 0.000315 | 0000904 001626




